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APPENDIX II 


THE SELECTION OF CITIES FOR THE SECOND 
STATISTICAL STUDY 


Because I wished to be able to test the im- 
portance of mobility for integration, and be- 
cause in- and out-migration figures were ob- 
tained in the 1940 Census only for cities of more 
than 100,000, the field of cities for study was 
immediately cut down to the 92 cities of this 
class. The number of cities was reduced from 
this figure to 43 by a number of circumstances. 
First, mobility data did not exist for Charlotte 
and Sacramento because they had not had 
more than 100,000 population in 1930. Second, 
the obviously inaccurate crime reporting of 
New Orleans when it was compared with 
other cities of like situation led to its elimina- 
tion. Third, six other cities dropped out— 
Chicago, Fort Wayne, Knoxville, Philadelphia, 
San Antonio, Washington—for lack of informa- 
tion on Community Chest campaigns. Fourth, 
Salt Lake City was eliminated because it be- 


came apparent that the welfare role of the. 


Mormon church rendered the welfare efforts 
through the Community Chest there an inade- 
quate measure for that city. Thus ro cities 
were lost. 

The most important reason for elimination, 
however, was not a matter of inaccuracy or 


inadequacy of data. It stemmed from my 
feeling that I must deal with cities that were 
“independent” in a sociological sense. They 
must not be satellites of larger cities, should 
not have “twins,” and should not have large 
satellites of their own. This condition was im- 
posed in order to be certain that the moral inte- 
gration of the city being studied was not influ- 
enced significantly by causal factors operating 
outside its own borders. The requirement laid 
down was that three-fifths of the population 
of the metropolitan district must be within 
the city and that not more than half of the re- 
mainder of the population within the district 
should be in a satellite city. This eliminated 
Albany, Boston, Cambridge, Camden, Canton, 
Cincinnati, Duluth, Elizabeth, Fall River, 
Gary, Hartford, Jersey City, Kansas City 
(Kan.), Kansas City (Mo.), Long Beach, Los 
Angeles, Lowell, Minneapolis, New Bedford, 
New Haven, Newark, Norfolk, Oakland, 
Omaha, Paterson, Pittsburgh, Providence, St. 
Louis, St. Paul, San Francisco, Scranton, 
Somerville, Springfield (Mass.), Tampa, Utica, 
Wilmington, Yonkers, and Youngstown. To 
these New York was added because of its com- 
plex relationship to surrounding communities. 
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